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DETAILED ACTION 

A Non-Final Rejection was mailed on 04/15/2009 in which claims 33-45, 48-56, 
127-128, 131-133, and 136-143 were rejected. Applicant has responded by submitting 
Remarks received 07/09/2009 which are now the subject of this Office Action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made 



Claims 33-45, and 48-56, and 127-128, 131-133, and 136-143 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Westbury et al. (US 6,873,963, referred 
hereinafter as "Westbury") in view of Savino et al. (US 6,015,167, referred hereinafter 
as "Savino") in further view of Swan et al. (US 6,901 ,304, referred hereinafter as 
"Swan") in further view of Boucher et al. (US 2003/0097306, referred hereinafter as 
"Boucher"). 



In regard to claim 33 (and claims 127 and 128) . M/estouAy discloses a system for 
transporting a package from a sender to a receiver by a carrier, the system comprising: 
• a sender computer system (i.e., source 12) comprising: 
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o a processor configured to: 

■ transmit object identification data identifying an object, the object 
variably defined by a sender to identify eitlier a product, a pacl<age 
containing a product, or a group of pacl<ages containing products 
(see column 3, line 64 - column 4, line 10, disclosing a "part 
number"); and 

• a carrier computer system (i.e., tracking system 20) comprising: 
o a processor configured to: 

■ receive the object identification data (see column 3, line 64 - 
column 4, line 10, disclosing "part number"); 

■ receive package identification data (see column 3, line 64 - column 
4, line 10, disclosing a "unique package number"); 

■ receive event data that is generated as the object passes through 
at least one portal (see column 4, lines 25-65, disclosing "carrier 14 
issues an electronic document to tracking system 20" which include 
information such as "departure and arrival times"); 

■ transmit the data to a second computer system (see column 3, lines 
40-50, and FIG. 1, disclosing "Manufacturer 16"). 

In regard to the amended portion of claim 33, H/esfibuAy discloses storing the 
object identification in association with the package identification data and storing the 
event data in association with the package identification data (see column 5, lines 13- 
16, disclosing "tracking system 20 loads the information provided by all commodity 
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information and all the carrier shipment notifications into a standard database"). Thus, 
although it may arguably be implicit, Westbury iaWs to explicitly disclose: 

■ linking the object identification directly with the package 
identification data and linking the event data directly with the 
package identification data; and 

■ storing the object identification data in association with the linked 
package identification data and the event data in association with 
the linked package identification data; 

Savino discloses: 

■ linking the object identification directly with the package 
identification data and linking the event data directly with the 
package identification data (see column 2, lines 4-6 and Figure 5); 
and 

■ storing the object identification data in association with the linked 
package identification data and the event data in association with 
the linked package identification data (see column 3, lines 25-47 

and Figure 2); 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
to include linking the object identification directly with the package identification data 
and linking the event data directly with the package identification and storing the object 
identification data in association with the linked package identification data and the 
event data in association with the linked package identification data as taught by Savino 
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so that only a single bar code would need to be used as a package identifier to retrieve 
all relevant purchase order information. See column 1, lines 14-55. 

Furthermore, Westbury does not disclose wherein the at least one portal has at 
least one scanner. 

Savino further discloses a portal with a scanner. (See column 3, 25-47) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Westburyto include wherein the portal has a scanner because 
scanners would allow the system to read information about the items at the portal and 
"maintain disposition Information about the items, which Is made visible to enterprises in 
the supply chain." (See Swan, column 1, under "SUMMARY".) 

Also, while M/isstouAy discloses that the data can be read and used by computer 
systems implementing various data formats, protocols, and applications (see column 5, 
lines 15-48, disclosing "all commodity information and all the carrier shipment 
notifications [are loaded] Into a standard database" to generate "the supply shipment 
report"), it does not specifically show tagging the object identification data, the package 
identification data, and the corresponding event data. Savino fails to cure this 
deficiency. 

Souc/?er discloses tagging data so it can be read and used by computer systems 
Implementing various data formats, protocols, and applications. (See paragraph 35, 
disclosing "specific data tags.") 
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It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include data tags because "data tags would be required to describe 
output data in a complete form." (See paragraph 35.) 

In regard to claim 34 and 131 . M/isstou/y further discloses wherein the object is 
the product. (See column 4, disclosing "supplier goods") 

In regard to claim 35 and 132 . H/estot//y further discloses wherein the object is 
the package. (See column 4, disclosing "shipment") 

In regard to claim 36 and 133 . Westbury 6oes not disclose wherein the object is 
the group of packages. Swan discloses wherein the object is the group of packages. 
(See column 4, lines 20-30.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include wherein the object is the group of packages because that 
would allow "data structures and persistent storage 202 records" to "maintain[ ] a 
representation of the relationship, state, and history of logical and physical items 
tracked by the [system]." 

In regard to claim 37 (dependent on claim 33), Westbury in view of Savino does 
not disclose wherein the object is a parent that contains at least one child object. Swan 
discloses wherein the object is a parent that contains at least one child object having 
respective object identification data. (See column 4, lines 20-30.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include wherein the object is a parent that contains at least one 
child object because that would allow "data structures and persistent storage 202 
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records" to "nnaintain[ ] a representation of the relationship, state, and history of logical 
and physical items tracked by the [system]." 

In regard to claim 38 (dependent on claim 33), M/issfjbuAy further discloses 
wherein the processor of the sender computer system is further configured to: 

■ transmit the package identification data to the carrier computer 
system. (See column 3, line 64 - column 4, line 10); 

In regard to claim 39 (dependent on claim 33), Westbury does not disclose 
wherein the package identification data is provided by the scanner of the first portal to 
encounter the package as the carrier transports the package from sender to receiver. 
Savino discloses wherein package identification data is provided by the scanner of the 
first portal to encounter the package, yet is silent as to whether it must occur while the 
carrier transports the package from the sender to receiver. 

Swan discloses wherein package identification data is provided by the scanner of 
the first portal to encounter the package as the carrier transports the package from 
sender to receiver. (See column 1 1 , line 54 - column 12, line 30.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include wherein the package identification data is provided by the 
scanner of the first portal to encounter the package as the carrier transports the 
package from sender to receiver to so that the system is could "provide for periodic 
updates of location." (See column 12, line 56.) 

In regard to claim 40 (dependent on claim 33), l/Vestot/Ay does not disclose 
wherein the scanner comprises an optical scanner that scans the package identification 



Application/Control Number: 10/616,770 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3687 

data from a shipping label attached to the package. Savino discloses wherein the 
scanner comprises an optical scanner that scans the package identification data from a 
shipping label attached to the package. (See column 3, line 25-47.) 

It would have been obvious to include wherein the scanner comprise an optical 
scanner that scans the package identification data because an optical scanner is one of 
many technologies that could be used to read information from a tagged item. (See 
column 3.) 

In regard to claim 41 (dependent on claim 40), Westbury6oes not disclose 
wherein the package identification data is in the form of a barcode scanned by the 
optical scanner. (See column 4.) 

Savino discloses wherein the package identification data is in the form of a 
barcode scanned by the optical scanner. (See column 3.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Westbury to include wherein the package identification data is in the 
form of a barcode scanned by the optical scanner as taught by Savino so that it is not 
necessary to input data into a PC thus making the operation more efficient. 

In regard to claim 42 (dependent on claim 41 ), Westbury in view of Savino does 
not disclose wherein the scanner comprises an electromagnetic scanner. Swan 
discloses wherein the scanner comprises an electromagnetic scanner scanning at least 
the object identification data from the product inside of the package. (See column 4, 
line 60 - column 5, line 10.) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include wherein the scanner comprises an electromagnetic scanner 
because that would allow a tag to be read "without physical contact between the tag and 
the reader." (See column 4.) 

In regard to claim 43 (dependent on claim 42), Westbury in view of Savino does 
not disclose wherein the object identification data is encoded in a radio frequency 
identification (RFID) tag scanned by the electromagnetic scanner. Swan teaches 
wherein the object identification data is encoded in a radio frequency identification 
(RFID) tag scanned by the electromagnetic scanner. (See column 4, line 60 - column 
5, line 10.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino to include wherein the object identification data is encoded in a RFID 

tag scanned by the electromagnetic scanner as taught by Swan because that would 
allow a tag to be read "without physical contact between the tag and the reader." (See 
column 4.) 

In regard to claim 44 (dependent on claim 33), M/isstouAy further discloses 
wherein the portal is associated with an event related to the status of the package in 
route from the sender to the receiver within the transport and storage network of the 
carrier. (See column 4, lines 25-65.) 

In regard to claim 45 (dependent on claim 33), M/estot/Ay discloses wherein the 
portal is located at one of sender's location. (See column 4 lines 25-65.) 
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In regard to claim 48 (dependent on claim 33), H/isstoury further discloses 
wherein the event data includes description data associated with the event. (See 
column 4, e.g., "ETA".) M/isstot/Ay further describes the event by using the identify of at 
least one of the scanner and portal (in this case the portal) reporting the package 
identification data to the carrier computer system. (See column 4, lines 25-45.) 

In regard to claim 49 (dependent on claim 48), ^Ves^Jba^y discloses wherein the 
description data comprises characters describing the event as at least one of "package 
pick up," "package received at pickup distribution hub," "package exited pickup 
distribution hub," "package on long-haul transport," "package off long-haul transport," 
"package arrived at receive distribution hub," "package exited receive distribution hub," 
and "package delivered." (See column 4, lines 25-45, disclosing "departure and arrival 
times.") It should further be noted that the specific quoted limitations in claim 49 are 
merely nonfunctional printed matter. USPTO personnel need not give patentable 
weight to printed matter absent a new and unobvious functional relationship between 
the printed matter and the substrate. See In re Lowry, 32 F.3d1579, 1583-84, 32 
USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994); In re Ngai, 367 F.3d1336, 70 USPQ2d 1862 
(Fed. Cir. 2004). Thus, the limitations are given no patentable weight. 

In regard to claim 50 (dependent on claim 33), ^yes^/3ury further discloses 
wherein the event data comprises location data indicating a location at which the event 
occurred. (See column 4, lines 25-45, disclosing "pickup location.") 

In regard to claim 51 (dependent on claim 50), l/Vestot/Ay further discloses 
wherein the processor of the carrier computer system is further configured to: 
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■ determine tlie location at wliicli tine event occurred based on data 
identifying at least one of the scanner and portal received with the 
package identification data. (See column 4, lines 25-45.) 

In regard to claim 52 (dependent on claim 50), Westbury6oes not disclose a 
scanner. Savino discloses a scanner, but fails to disclose generates location data 
indicating a location at which the event corresponding to the event data occurred, the 
location data included with the package identification data reported by the scanner. 

Swan discloses the scanner, wherein the scanner generates location data 
indicating a location at which the event corresponding to the event data occurred, the 
location data included with the package identification data reported by the scanner. 

Swan further discloses a portal with a scanner which generates location data 
indicating a location at which the event corresponding to the event data occurred. (See 
column 4, line 50 - column 5, line 10.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Westbury in view of Savino to include wherein the portal has a 
scanner because scanners would allow the system to read information about the items 
at the portal and "maintain disposition information about the items, which is made visible 
to enterprises in the supply chain." (See column 1 , under "SUMMARY".) 

In regard to claim 53 (depending on claim 52), M/isstoury discloses wherein the 
location includes at least the sender's location. (See column 4 lines 25-65.) 
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In regard to claim 54 (dependent on claim 33), Westbury disdoses wherein tlie 
event data comprises data indicating date and time at which the event occurred. (See 
column 4 lines 25-65.) 

In regard to claims 55-56 (dependent on claim 54), M/isstou/y discloses wherein 
the processor of the carrier computer system is further configured to: 

• timestamp the received package identification data with date and time data 
and store the same in association with the package identification. (See 
column 4 lines 25-65) 

Westbury does not disclose wherein the package identification data is received 
from the scanner. Savino discloses wherein the package identification data is received 
from the scanner. (See column 3.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include wherein the package identification data is received from the scanner 
because that would allow a tag to be read "without physical contact between the tag and 
the reader." (See Swan, column 4.) 

In regard to claim 56 (dependent on claim 54), Westbury in view of Savino does 
not disclose wherein the scanner timestamps the package identification data and 
transmits the same to the carrier computer system. However, Westbury 6oes disclose 
receiving the package identification data and transmitting the package identification 
information to the carrier computer system. (See column 4.) 
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Swan discloses wherein the package identification data is time stamped by the 
scanner. (See column 4, line 50 - column 5, line 10 and column 14, lines 5-12, 
disclosing "timestamp.") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include wherein the package identification data is received from the scanner 
because that would allow a tag to be read "without physical contact between the tag and 
the reader." (See column 4.) 

In regard to claims 136-137 . Souc/7er further discloses where the tagged data is 
in an extensible markup language format. (See paragraph 35.) 

In regard to claim 138 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 33, wherein 
the processor is further configured to generate the link between the object identification 
data and the package identification data by associating one or more records of the 
object identification data with one or more corresponding records of the package 
identification data (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2). 

In regard to claim 139 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 127, wherein 
the processor is further configured to generate the link between the object identification 
data and the package identification data by associating one or more records of the 
object identification data with one or more corresponding records of the package 
identification data (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2). 

In regard to claim 140 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 33, wherein 
the processor is further configured to: 
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• generate a record indicative of tine Wnk between the package identification 
data and the event data (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2); and 

• store the record (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2).. 

In regard to claim 141 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 127, wherein 
the processor is further configured to: 

• generate a record indicative of the link between the package identification 
data and the event data (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2).; and 

store the record (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2). 

In regard to claim 142 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 33, wherein 
the processor is further configured to link the event data to the object identification data 
based on the record (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2). 

In regard to claim 143 . Savino further discloses the system of claim 127, wherein 
the processor is further configured to link the event data to the object identification data 
based on the record (see column 3, lines 25-47 and Figure 2). 



Claims 125-126 and 129-130 and 134-135 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in view of 
Bouclier in further view of Bengston (US 2002/0049781 ). 



In regard to claim 125 and 129 , Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in 
view of Boucher discloses a system further comprising: 
• A second computer system comprising: 
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o a processor configured to: 

■ receive tlie tagged data from the carrier computer system (see 
Westbury, column 3, lines 35-50, disclosing three links so that the 
tracking system can communicate with three computer systems, 
namely the supplier 12, carrier 14, and manufacturer 26); 

However, Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in view of Boucher does 
not disclose: 

o a processor configured to: 

■ retrieve a corresponding network address of a third computer 
system; and 

■ transmit the network address to the carrier computer system. 
Bengston teaches retrieving a network address of a computer system and 

transmit the network address to a second computer system (see paragraphs 40-41 , and 
45; see also Fig. 5 and Fig. 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in view of Boucher to 
include to retrieve a network address of a third computer system and transmitting the 
network address to the carrier computer system as taught by Bengston because that 
would allow third parties to receive updated information regarding the packages in 
transmit. 

In regard to claim 126 and 130 . Westbury lurVner discloses a system further 
comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 10/616,770 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3687 

• A third computer system (see column 3, lines 35-50, disclosing three links so 
that the tracking system can communicate with three computer systems, 
namely the supplier 12, carrier 14, and manufacturer 26; see also column 7, 
line 50 - column 8, line 25) corresponding to the network address comprising: 
o a processor configured to: 

■ receive and store the tagged data (see column 3, lines 35-50; see 
also column 7, line 50 - column 8, line 25); 

■ receive a request from one or more other computer systems of the 
sender, carrier, receiver, or supplier for the tagged data (see 
column 3, lines 35-50; see also column 7, line 50 - column 8, line 
25) and 

■ to retrieve and transmit the tagged data that can be read and used 

by computer systems implementing various data formats, protocols, 
and applications (see column 3, lines 35-50; see also column 7, line 
50 - column 8, line 25). 
In regard to claims 134 and 135 . Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan 
discloses a system wherein the third computer system transmitting object identification 
data, the package data, the event data and the tagged data to a fourth computing 
system comprising a processor configured to utilize the object identification data, the 
package data and the event data in one or more applications of the fourth computing 
system. 

Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan fails to disclose: 
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• transmitting a network address to the carrier computer system wherein the 
processor of the carrier computer system utilizes the network address. 

• tagged data, wherein the tagged data is used to incorporate other data in one 
or more applications of the fourth computing system. 

Bouc/?er discloses tagging data so it can be read and used by computer systems 
implementing various data formats, protocols, and applications. (See paragraph 35, 
disclosing "specific data tags.") 

It would have been obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art to modify Westbury 
in view of Savino in view of Swan to include data tags because "data tags would be 
required to describe output data in a complete form." (See paragraph 35.) 

Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in view of Souc/7er fails to teach: 

wherein the third computer system transmits a network address to the carrier 
computer system, the processor of the carrier computer system utilizes the network 
address to transmit the object identification data, the package data, the event data and 
the tagged data to a fourth computing system comprising a processor configured to 
utilize the tagged data to incorporate the object identification data, the package data 
and the event data in one or more applications of the fourth computing system. 

Bengston teaches retrieving a network address of a computer system and 
transmit the network address to a second computer system (see paragraphs 40-41 , and 
45; see also Fig. 5 and Fig. 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Westbury in view of Savino in view of Swan in view of Boucher to 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/61 6,770 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 3687 

include to retrieve a network address of a fourth computer system and transmitting tlie 
network address to the carrier computer system as taught by Bengston because that 
would allow third parties to receive updated information regarding the packages in 
transmit. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/092009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The rejections under 35 USC §103 have been traversed. Applicant argues that 

the combination of Westbury, Savino, Swan, and Boucher lacks certain elements of 

Applicant's claimed system. Specifically, in regard to claim 33, Applicant argues that 

Savino does not disclose the following elements: 

link the object data directly with the package identification data and link 
the event data directly with the package identification data; 

store the object identification data in association with the linked package 
identification data and the event data in association with the linked package 
identification data. 

Applicant argues specifically that the cited references fail to disclose "the 
one-to-one relationship of linking the object identification data directly with 
package identification data and the one-to-one relationship of linking the event 
data directly with the package identification data, as recited by claim 33." See 
Remarks, received 07/09/2009, pg. 26, last paragraph, emphasis in original. 
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This issue turns on the interpretation of "directly linking." It should again be 
noted that "during patent examination, the claims are given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification." MPEP §904.01 and §21 1 1 , citing In re 
Morris, 127 F3d 1048 (Fed. Cir. 1997). In should be noted that "limitations appearing in 
the specification but not recited in the claim should not be read into the claim. See 
MPEP §2106, citing E-Pass Techs., Inc. v. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 
USPQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003). Thus, under its broadest reasonable 
interpretation, "directly linking data" is construed as -to couple, connect, relate or 
associate data-. Thus, based on such an interpretation, the Examiner takes the 
position that the single bar code shipping label employed in Savino provides a direct link 
between the recited data types (i.e., object identification data, package identification 
data, and event data). Furthermore, Savino provides that object identification data (e.g., 
manufacturer part numbers) is stored in a database 14 and associated with shipping 
information (e.g., packing slip number). See column 4, lines 27-35. Consequently, 
Applicant's argument is without merit. It should be noted that one of ordinary skill in the 
art would conclude that the data in Savino similarly has one-to-one relationships (see 
Fig. 5 for illustrating a one-to-one relationship between data) as Applicant argues in the 
Remarks submitted. Furthermore, Applicant should note that such a limitation (i.e., 
"one-to-one relationship") is not recited in the claim, and furthermore, that such a 
limitation does not appear in the Specification of the present application. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to SCOTT A. ZARE whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3266. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 
p.m., EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Matt Gart can be reached on (571 ) 272-3955. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Matthew S Gart/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 3687 

Scott A. Zare 
Art Unit 3687 
November 19, 2009 



